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MULLINS, Judge.

Parents separately appeal a permanency order transferring guardianship
and custody of their child, born in 2004, to a suitable other pursuant to lowa Code
section 232.104(2)(d)(1) (2018). Both parents argue the court should have instead
directed the State to institute termination proceedings under section 232.104(2)(c).
In other words, the parents wish for their parental rights to be terminated. The
child objects to termination, and the State and guardian ad litem believe
termination would not be in the best interests of the child.

Following a permanency hearing, the court is required to take one of various
actions. See lowa Code § 232.104(2). Those actions include, among others,
transferring guardianship and custody of the child to suitable others or directing
the State or child’s attorney to initiate termination proceedings. Id. 8 232.104(2)(c),
(d)(1), (3). An order for the former requires a judicial determination that such an
arrangement would be the best permanency plan for the child. See id.
§ 232.104(3). Determining the best permanency plan for a child is a best-interests
assessment. Likewise, clear and convincing evidence must show that termination
would be contrary to the child’s best interests, services were offered to alleviate
the need for removal, and the child cannot be returned to the parental home. Id.
§ 232.104(4).

Upon our de novo review, see In re K.C., 660 N.W.2d 29, 32 (lowa 2003),
we agree with the juvenile court that transfer of guardianship to suitable others is
the best permanency option, termination would be contrary to the child's best

interests, services were offered to alleviate the need for removal, and the child



cannot be returned to the parental home. We affirm without further opinion
pursuant to lowa Court Rule 21.26(1)(d) and (e).

AFFIRMED ON BOTH APPEALS.



